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Propoticicaas &c. 


I, HE Name of God is uſed in more Sences 
than one in Holy Scripture. 
2. The moſt Abſolutely PerfeQt Be- 
ing, is God in the Higheſt Sence. 
3- Self-Exiſtence is a Perfeftion, and ſeems to be 
the Higheſt of all PerfeQions. 

4+ God the Father alone, is in reference to His 
Manner of Exiitence an Abſolutely Perfe& Being ; 
becauſe He alone is Self-Exiſtent. 

5. He alone, conſequently, is Abſolutely Perfect, 
in reference to thoſe PerfeQtions, which do prxfup- 

poſe Self-Exiſtence. 

Is Thoſe PerfeQtions are Abſolnte Independence, and 
Being the Firſt Original of all other Beings : 1a which 
the Soz and the Holy Ghoft are comprehended. 

7. All Trinitarians do Acknowledge, That theſe 
Two Perſons are from God the Father. This is af- 
firmed in that Creed which is called the Nzcene, and 
in that which falſely bears the Name of 4 
' Tho' with this difference, that the Holy Ghoſt is af- 
—_ them, to be from the Sox as well as from 
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the Father. Whercin the Greek Church differs from 
the Latin. 

$. It is therefore a flat ContradiQtion, to ſay that 
the Second and Third Perſons are Self-Exiſtent. 

9. And therefore it is alike ContradiQtious, to Af- 
firm them to be Beings Abſolutely Perfe&t in refe- 
rence to their Manner of Exiſterce ; and to ſay that 
they have the PerfeQtions of Abſolute Independence, 
and of being the Firſt Originals of all things. 

10. Since the Father alone is a Being of the moſt 
Abſolute PerfeQtion, He having thoſe PerfeRions 
which the other Two Perſons are uncapable of ha- 
ving, He alone is God in the Abſolutely Higheſt 
SENCE. 

11. And therefore our Bleſſed Saviour calls Him, 
The onely True God, Joh. 17. 3. This is Life Eter- 
nal to know Thee the onely True God, and Feſus Chri#t 
whom Thou haſt ſent. And it is moſt Abſurd to- think, 
That in theſe Words, and the following Prayer, He 
did addreſs Himſelf to the Three Perſons of the Tri- 
nity conjunly, ſince throughout the Prayer He calls 
this Onely Truly God his Father ; and calls Himſelf 
twice His Sz, before theſe Words. Not to mention 
the Abſurdity of making our Lord to pray to Rim- 
ſelf, or of —_—_— Himſelf from thoſe Three, 
of which Himſclt was one. If fuch a Liberty as this, 
in interpreting Scripture, be allowable, what Work 
may be made with Scripture ! 

12. Our Lord calls the Father, 7he 0nely True God, 
becauſe He only is 0riginaly, and of Himſelf God, and 
the Firſt Original of ax Beings whatſoever. As he 
calls him the Onely Good, ſaying, There is none Good 

but 


——_ 


by Þ 

but God, becauſe He alone is Originally ſo, and the 
Spring of all that Good which is 1n other Beings, 

"13. The God-head, or God in this Higheſt Sence, 
can be but One Numerically. Of which the beſt Phi- 
loſophers were ſatisfied by their Reaſon; and there- 
fore the Oneneſs lo frequently affirmed of Him in 
Scripture is a Namerical Onenels. 

14. There ſeems ro be neither Contradiftion; nor 
Abſurdity, in ſuppoſing the Firſt Original of all things, 
to be produftive of other Beings ſo PerfeCt, as to have 
all Perfeftions, but that of Sel/- Exiſtence, and thoſe 
which are neceſlarily therein implyed. 

15. Suppoſing any ſuch Beings to have immedi- 
ately iſſued forth from that infinice Fullneſs, and Fcx- 
cundity of Being, which is in the Deity, each of them 
muſt have a Right to the Name of God, in a Sence 
ext to that in which it is appropriated to the Fa- 
ther ; ſince they have all the PerfeQions of the God- 
Lead, but thoſe that muſt of Neceflity be peculiar 
to Him. 

16, It is evident from the Holy Scripture, That 
the Sor and Holy Spirit are ſuch Beings, vis. That 
they have all Divine PerfeQtions but the foremen- 
tioned : Such as Unlimited Power, Wiſdom, Good- 
neſs, &c. 

17. And they are always ſpoken of in Scripture, 
as Diſtinit Beings or Perſons, according to the Pro- 
per Signification of this Word, both from the Fa- 
ther and from Each Other. Nor are ſo many Men 
or Angels more expreſly diſtinguiſhed as different 
Perſons or Subſtances, by our Saviour or his Apo- 


ftles, than the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ſtill we. 
. Its 
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18. It is a very preſumptuous Conceit, That there 
can be no way but that of Creation, whereby an 
thing can be immediately and onely from God, which 
hath a diſtin Exiſtence of its own. Or, That no 
Beings can have Exiſtence ſrom Him, by way of 
Neceſſary Emanation : Of which we have a Clearer 
Idea than of Voluntary Creation. It is the Word of 
the Ancients, both Fathers and Philoſophers; nor 
can a better be found to expreſs what is intended by 
it, vis, A more excellent way of exiſting, than that 
of Creation. 

19. It is no leſs preſumptuous to Aﬀirm, That it 
is a Contradiction to ſuppoſe, That a Being can be 
from Eternity from God the Father, if 'tis poſlible it 
may be from Him, in a more Excellent Way than 
that of Creation. And we have an Illuſtration of 
both theſe Propoſitions, by ſomething in Nature. 
For, according to our Vulgar Philoſophy, £ight doth 
exiſt by neceſſary Emanation from the Sun, and there- 
fore the Sun was not before the Light which pro- 
ceeds from thence, in Order of Trme, tho' it be in Or- 
* der of Natare before it. And the DiſtinQtion between 
theſe Two Priorities, is much Elder than Thomas 
A ninas, or Peter Lombard, or any Schoo!-man of them 
all, or Chriſtian-man either. 

20. And if any thing can be from another thing 
by way of Neceſſary Emanation, it is fo far from 
a ContradiQtion to ſuppoſe, that it muſt only be in 
order of nature before it; that 'tis moſt apparently 
a ContradiQtion to ſuppoſe the contrary, | 

21. Our 18th. and :qgth. Propofitions do fpeak 
our Explication of the H. Trinity, to be as con- 
trary 
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to Arianiſm as to Socinianiſm; fince the Arians 
aſſert that there was at leaſt a moment of time, 
when the Son was not; and that He is a Crea- 
ture. | 

22. Altho? we cannot underſtand, how it ſhould 
be no ContradiCtion to affirm, That the Three Per- 
ſons are But One Numeric Being, or Subſtance; 
yet hath it not the leaſt ſhadow of a ContradiQi- 
on to ſuppoſe, That there is an unconceivably cloſe 
and. inſeparable ion both in Will and Nature be- 
tween them. And ſuch a Union may be much more 
eaſily conceived between them, rhan can that Union 
which is between our Souls and Bodies; lince theſe 
are Subſtances which are of the moſt unlike andeven 
Contrary Natures. | 

23. Since we cannot conceive the Firſt Original of 
All things, to be more than 0»e Numerically; and 
that we acknowledg the now mentioned Union be- 
eween the three Perſons, according to the Scriptures, 
together with the intire dependence of the ewo lattex 
upon the Firſt Perſon, The Unity of the, Deity is, to 
all intents and purpoſes, as fully aſſerted by us, as 
it 15 neceſſary or reaſonable it Id be. 

24. And no part of this Explication, do we think 
Repugnant to any Text of Scripture; but is ſeems 
mach the Eafieſt way of Reconciling thoſe Texts, 
which according to the other Hypotheſes are not Re- 
concilable, bas by offering maniteſt violence to them. 

25. The Socinians muſt needs Confeſs, that the Ho. 
nour of the Father, for which they expreſsa very Zea- 
lous Concern, is as much as they can deſire taken 
care of by this Explication, Nor can the —_ 
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of the Son and Holy Spirit be more Conſulted, than 
by aſcribing to them all PerfeQtions, but what they 
cannot have, without the moſt apparent Contra- 
diction, aſcribed to them. 

26. And we would think it impoſſible, that an 
Chriſtian ſhould not be eaſily perſwaded, to think 
as honourably of his Redeemer and SanQifier as he 
can, while he Rots not God the Father for their 
Sake ; and offers no violence to the Sence and Mean- 
ing of Divine Revelations, nor to the Reaſon of his 
Mind. 

27. There are many things in the notion of 
One God, which all Hearty Theiſts will acknowledg 
neceſſary to be conceived of Him, that are as much 
above the Reach and Comprehenſion of Humane 
Underſtandings, as is any Part of this Explication of 
the Z7. Trinity, Nay this may be affirmed, even 
of the Notion of Self: Exiſtence ; but yet there can- 
not be an Atheiſt ſo ſilly as to Queſtion it : Since 
it is not more Evident, that One and Two do make 
Three, than that there could never have been any 
thing, if there were not Something which was al- 
ways, and never began to be. 

28, Leſt Novelty ſhould be Objeted againſt this 
Explication, and therefore ſuch ſhould be prejudiced 
againſt it, ashavea Veneration for Antiquity, we add, 
that it well agrees withwhe Account which ſeveral 
of the Nicene Fathers, even Athanaſius himſelf, and 
others of the Ancients who treat of this Subjet, do 
in divers places of their Works give of the Trinity: 


. 


+ gr 1 » As is largely ſhewed by two very Learned Divines 
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of our Church. And had it not been for the School- 
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ren, to whom Chriſtianity is little beholden, as much 
as ſome Admire them, we have reaſon to beliere that 
the World would not have been troubled ſince the 
Fall of Arianiſm, with ſuch Controverſies about this 
Great Point, as it hath been, and Continues to be. 

This Explication of the B. Trinity perfeQly agrees 
with the Nicene Creed, as it ſtands in our Liturgy, 
without offering the leaſt Violence to any one Word 
in it. Which makes our Lord Jeſus Chriſt to be 
from God the Father by way of Emanation; affirm- 
ing Him to be God of God, very God of very God, and 
Metaphorically ane - it by Light of Light; an- 
{werably to what the Author to the Hebrews faith 
of Him, Chap. 1. 3. viz. That he is '\ncvy=oue 155 aitns, 
The Effulgency of his Glory, and yagex]ic The © nedaws dis, 
The Charatter of his Subſlance: And fo is as much 
Of one Subſtance with the Father, as the Beams of the 
Sun are with rhe Body of it. 

And ſince there have been of late, ſo many Ex- 
plications or Accounts Publiſhed of this moſt Ado- 
rable Myſtery, which have had little better Succeſs 
than making Sport for the Socinians, I thought it 
very Seaſonable now to Revive That, which I affirm 
with great Aſſurance to be the moſt Ancient one of 
all ; much Elder than the Council of Nice; and to 
have much the feweſt difficulties in it, and to be in- 
comparably moſt agreeable to H. Scripture. 


OW 


DEFENCE 


P2opolitions. 


$1R, 


THe Author of the Twenty Eight Propoſitions thanks 
you for the very Chari inton you have 


le 
ſled him, in the Entrance in- 
to your Reflexions upon chem; and hopes he ſhall 
always endeavour to e the CharaRter of a Man 
ſo Honeſt, as never to ſpeak otherwiſe than he thinks , 
and /o tr we to his Underitanding, as always to make Rea- 
ſon one of his Guides in the Choyce of his Opinion? : He | 
preg $0 Daten, that the Ciſe of Reaſon is fo far 

being to be Condemned in Matters of Religion, 
INEISENAN md du) ed: And that it is 
infinitely unworthy ighty ro conceive it 
poſſible for Him to Cort bo Internal by his Ex- 
ternal Revelations. Bur ſo he muſt have done, ſhould 
ſuch Writings be of His inſpiring, as are manifeſtly 
contradiory to the plain "7 of Naroral _— 
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which the Wiſe Man faith, 1s the Candle of the Lord. 

And Sir, our Author takes no leſs Notice of your 
Candour, in the Charatter you give, in the Words 
following, of his Explication of th Doftrin of the H. 
Trinity in thoſe Propoſitions. 

Bur after your Acknowledgment, T hat he hath a- 
voided a great many Contradittions, nh:ch thoſe of your 
Party do charge ou this Doftrin, as it is held by others ; 
and that his Explication is a Pofible Scheme ; and that 
it ts clear from any Contradittions to Natural Reaſon ; 
you ObjcQ that, brſides ſome inſuperable Difficulties, 
the Author hath not been abe '0 avoid. ſome Numerical 
Contradiftions, Now, as to the inſuperable Difficulties 
with which you charge his Explication, fince you 
acquit them from bing Contradiftions to Natural 
Reaſon, you mean, 1 ſuppoſe, that it is fraught with 
{:veral Contradiftions to H, Scripture: - And I con- 
fels ſuch Contradictions to be as inſupecable Difficul- 
tics to us, as we are Chriſtians, as thoſe to Reaſon are, 
as we are Men, If this be your Meaning, the Au- 
thor. may well expe to have it ſhewn, what Texts 
of Scripture are contradicted by this Explication\ 
but if you mean otherwiſe, my Reply is, That'you- 
are not ſo ſhallow a Thinker as not to be-aware, 
that there are alſo inſuperable Difficulties in the No» 
tion of One God, both as His Nature is deſcribed by 
all Chriſtians, according to the Account given -of 
Him in H, Scripture; and as all [heiſts are compel- 
led by Natural Light to conceive of Him. Nay. you 
will frankly own, that there is not any one thing in 
the whole Univerſe, which doth not ſageſt inſupe> 
rable Difficulties to an Inquiſitive Mind. FIN 
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And whereas, Sir, you Charge our Author with 
not being able to avoid ſome Numerical Contradittions, 
I confeſs | never before met with this diſtinion, but 
I think 1 underſtand it by your Deſcription of it. You 
ſay that a Numerical Contradittion is an Error commit- 
ted in the ſumming up of things. Burt how is he guilty 
of ſuch Contradittions? If you mean that he hath 
made Contraditory Concluſions ( or ſuch a Conclu- 
ſion) to ſeveral of his Premiſles, I cannot (though 
you do) excuſe him from contraditing Natural Rea- 
ſon, any more than from contradifting Himſelf : And 
it appears from what follows, that hat is your Mean- 
ing : for, after you had given the Sum and Subſtance 
of the Firſt Thirteen Propoſitions, your Reflexion 
thereon is this: Oe wou'd think that ſach s Foun- 
dation being laid, the Concluſion muſt be wholly in ſ#- 
vour of the Unitarians.. For if the Father is Abſolutel 
Per fett ; if the Son and Spirit are not Abſolutely perfeth, 
how ſpall we ever prevent this Conſequence, therefore 
onely the Father is God? What is the Definition of God 
among all Divines and Philoſophers ? 1s it not this, A 
Being Abſolutely Perfet? ; or, a Being that hath all Per- 
fettions ?. But if ſo, than onely the Father having all 
Perfeitions, or being Abſolutely Perfett, He mu#t be the 
onely God, to the cextain Excluſion of the other Two Per- 
ſons; to the Excluſion of the Son- and Spirit by Name, 
becauſe 'tis affirmed here of them by Name, that net- 
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And, Sir, as you have now Repreſented our Author, 
you cannot but be ſenſible,upon ſecond thoughts, , of, 
over great Modeſty in your not having Charged hi 
with Natural Contradictions ; nay and of too great 
Partiality towards him in Acquitting him, as you have 
done, of ſuch Contradictions. He will #nſirut# ws, ſay 
you next, in his Premiſſes, that there is but One Who 
is God, and in the Progreſs and Concluſion, or, in the 
ſumming up the whole Reckoning, he will make it appear, 
that there are Three Beings, each of which is ( fingly 
and by Himſelf) God: which is the Numerical Con- 
tradiftion that 1 Charged at firſt. on his Hypotheſss. 
And I fay, Sir, if you have not too cauouly re- 
reſented him in theſe Words, he is as juſtly to be 
cre Charged with a Natural, as with a Namerical 
Contradiction ; except you will Affirm, that tis no 
Natural ContradiQtion to ſay, That the Namber One 
is 4s many 4s Three, or the Number Three is no more 
than One, But, Sir, I muſt crave leave to ſay, that 
you have committed a great Overſight in Repreſenti 
our Author as yeu have now done. For his Firk 
Propolition is, The Name of God is uſed in more Sences 
than one in H. Scripture. The Second, The moſs 4b+ 
ſolutely Perfett Being is God in the Higheſt Sence. The 
Third, Self-Exiſtence is a PerfetFion, &c. The Fourth, 
God the Father alone is, in reference to His manner 
Exiſtence, an Abſolutely Perfef# Being, becauſe He alone 
15 Self-Exiſtent. And from Theſe, with the Five fol- 
lowing Propoſitions, he infers 1n the Teath, That the 
Father alone is God ip the Abſolutely Hig he# Sence : And 
in the Thirteenth, That the Gad-bead, or God'in this 
Higheit Sence, can be but one Numerically. And there. 


fore, 
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fore, Sir, you ſhould not have made our Author ſay, 
( as you ot Bm there is but One who is God, with. 
out any Reſtrition, when you now ſee he ſaith, char 
there is but One who is God in the Abſolutely Higheſt 
Sexce : And that God in the —— Higheſt Sence, 
can be but One Numerically. And whereas you fay, '- 
That he will make it appear that there are Three Beings, 
each of which is ſing ly and by Himſelf God, you ſhould 
have faid, He will make it appear that there are Three 
Beings, each of which is God, but not in all the wry = 
Reſpet#s. And therefore I cannot as yet e him, 
either of any One Nataral or Numerical Contradifti- 
on; if this be a Proper DiſtinQtion, which 1 will* 
not diſpute. | 

What remaineth of your Reflexions is chiefly a 
Charge of Tritheiſm againſt this Explication of the 
Trinity. 

x. You fay;"1 «knowledge in theſe Propoſitions the 
Gennine Dottrin,' 4#d Language of the Fathers, 
who wrote UN after t Cornll of Nice, till the* 
Times of t ool-men. And the Author is afſu- 
red,: that this Explication for Subſtance, is a great 
deal'Elder than that Council. But he gives you his 
hearty. Thanks for this free Conceſſion of yours, be- 
cauſe you have ſaved him the Paitis of proving his. 
Laſt Propoſition : And 1 will therefore requite you, 
for him, .in imitating your Brevity, as you {ay, you: 
do bis.” . But merhinks you | dge,. 
that the Authors Explication | inconſiderable 
Adva in that you allow it to,bet 

riquity. If the' Socinians will riot acknc 
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putable Points, they are certainly the onely Learn- 
ed Men who have no Regard for Anwgquity, 

2. You add, But the School-Divines, or the Divines 
of the Middle Ages, ſaw, and almo#it all the Moderns, 
that are well verſed in theſe Queitions, confeſs it, that 
this Explication is an inexcuſable indefenſible Tritheiſm, 
And quickly. after you ſay, That the School-Divines, 
and, generally ſpeaking, the moſt Learned of the Ma 
derns, mith the greateſt Reaſon in the World, abbor 
making the Three Divine Perſons, to be Perſons in the 
Proper Sence of that Word: Whith us to ſay, they are 
diſtinft intellefFual Beings, and have different Subſtan- 
ces in Number, tho' not in ſpecies or kind. And you 
affirm, that the forementioned Divines do with the 
greateſt Reaſon in the World abhor this, Becauſe 
they perceive it dettroys the True and Real Unity of 
God; it taketh away his Proper, and Natural, and Nu- 
merical Unity ; and leaveth onely a Certain Political 
and Otconomical Unity ; which is indeed onely an ima-. 
ginary Unity, Hereto I Anſwer, 

1. That a Wiſe Man will think never the worſe 
of any thing, merely for its having an Ugly Name 
given it: As you would account it no real Diſho- 
n2ur to the Socinian Hypotheſis, ſhould it be called 
Ditheiſm, which ſounds every whit as ill as 7richeiſon, 

nd you cannot deny it to be Dicheiſm in @ certain 
ſence, becauſe it aſſerts Two Gods ; one by Nature, 
and the other by Office ; and that this God by Of- 
fice, is to be Honoured, by all Men, even as they Ho- 
nour the Father, (according to his own Declaration) 
though but a Mere Man by Nature. And #hi grates 
every Whit as much upon my Underſtanding, as any 
! thing 
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thing in this Explication can on yours : And is as con- 
tradictory to Natural Reaſon 1n the Opinion of all 
Trinitarians, as any of their Explications are in the 
Opinion of Soci»iaxs ; who cannot but acknowledge, 
that Honouring the Son even as the Father is Honoured, 
is giving him that Honour which is truly and pro- 
perly Dzvine, let them reſtrain it as much as they 
Can. | 
2, Whereas you ſay, that this Explication de#roy- 
eth the True and Real Unity of God, and therefore to be 
abhorred ; | muſt grant, if it does fo, it can not be 
too much abhorred ; but I would know from whence 
we are to learn, wherein conſiſts His True and Re- 
al Unity. It muſt either be learned from Scripture 
or Reaſon, or both. But as to the H. Scriptare, 
this indeed abundantly dcelareth the Unity of God, 
but it no where diiting»iſbeth of Unity, nor ſaith of 
what Nature that Qaity is which it aſcribes to God. 
Were you never {o well ſatisfied. that that Text-in 
St. John's Epiſtles is genuine — 7heſe Three are One ; 
you would fay it proves nothing agaiaſt the Socinz- 
ans, becauſe it faith not i» what Sexce the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt are 0»e. But I am ſure our 
Author never ſpake a truer Word, than what he 
faith in his Seventeenth Propoſition, concerning the 
real D:tinftion of the Three Perſons in Scripture. 
And ſurely thoſe whoſe Notions are molt agreeable 
to the Letter, and moſt proper Sence of Scripture, 
-when there is no apparent neceſſity of departio 
from them ( as I think there is the greateſt Necel 
ſity of keeping thereto in his caſe) 4f they DApPen 
to be in an Error, their ang is on the ſafer _ 
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And ſince thoſe of your Opinion do ſo zealouſly con- 
rend for making the H. Scriprures the fole Rule of 
Faith, and protels that you will take nothing for a 
Point of Relig:on but what 1s found in the Bible, 
( wherein you do like Proteftants, at leaſt if you will 
acknowledge that to be there which is there by evi- 
dent Conſequence, as well as in expreſs Words ) ; 
fince, I fay, you do {o, you of all Men ſhould not 
be over dogmarical in determining a Point, which 
the H. Scripture 1s ſilent in. And then for Reaſon, 
fuch an Unity as our Author ( after the Fathers) aſ- 
ſerts, is not contradiQtory, or contrary, to any plain 
and evident DiQtate thereof. This I adventure to 
Afﬀirm with very great Aſſurance : And, Sir, your 
ſelf muſt needs be of the fame Mind, if you were in 
good earneſt ( as I can't think otherwiſe) in calling 
the Explication a poſſible Scheme, and owning that it 
is not contradiftory in any of its parts to Natural 
Reaſon. Bur, Sir, (to ſpeak my Mind freely) 1 will 
not, of all Men, go to School to the School Diwines 
to learn what Reaſon faith on an Argument of this 
Nature ; and therefore neither to thoſe Modern Di- 
vines, who pin their Faith upon their ſleeves. If I 
could ſatizfie my ſelf to be an Implicit Believer, 1 
would a thouſand times rather take the Ancient Fa- 
thers ( and, it may be, Philoſophers too) for the Guides 
of my Reaſon, than thoſe Gentlemen who ſpent their 
time in the Weaving of Fine Cobwebs; and particu- 
larly are ſo ſuperfine upon the ſimplicity of the Divine 
Eſſence, as to render G OD Almighty (art leaſt, to 
fuch a dull Underſtanding as mine) a no leſs ancon- 


ceivable than incomprehenſible Being ; and to fimpli- 
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fe Him rather into Nothing, than into'Simple Unity, 

3- That this Explication leaverh onely a certain 
Policical, or Oeconomical Unity is only ſaid by you; 
but the Twenty Second Propolition tells you the con- 
trary, of which more anon. 

4. This Explication doth not take' away the Nu: #457 {4 11. // 
merica' Unity of the God-head, or of God in the Abſo- 
lutely higheſt Sence, and the Firſt Original of All 
thiogs : For it expreſly affirms the Neceility there- 
of, frop. 13th. 

5. It maketh the orher Two Perſons as much one 
with the Firſt, and with one another, as they are, 
without the moſt apparent ContradiQion, capable of 
being. One in ſo High a Sence, as that we want a 
Word, by which ro expreſs their Unity : And there- 
fore that they are much more than Specifically One, as /ne 1» Ana 
Three Humaze or Angzelical Perlons are- Were | a Schos!- | 
man it ſhould ſcape me hard, but I would add ano- 
ther diſtinQion of Unity, between Specifical and Nu- 
merical, to exprels this Unity by ; whieh I am fure | 
would have more of a Fundementum in re, than many frurda tics tn of 
of their DiſtinQtions have. This Explication ſpeaks 
as great a Unity between them, as is between the Sx 
and its Splendor, and the Light of both : And a great- 
er than is between the Yine and its Branches: or than 
is between the Fountain and the Streams which flow 
from it: Which are Similitudes of the Ancients. 1 
fay, this Explication ſpeaks the Uniry of rhe Divine 
Perſons. greater than the Unity of each of-theſe ; be- 
cauſe, tho? they are moſt cloſely and intimately U- 
nited, yet are not inſeparable. - And for the lame 
reaſon, it ſpeaks a greater Unity PI—_— them, than 

2 is 
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is between dir Souls and Bodies ; as appears by the 
Twenty Second Propoſition, And where is he who 
will pretend to know how many Degrecs, or Kinds 
of Uaity are poſſible, or aFually are ? 

6. The inſeparable Unity in #1 and Nature be- 
tween the Three Perſons, which that Propoſition af- 
firmeth not to have the leaſt ſhadow of a Contra. 
diction in it, and therefore is taken into this Expli- 
cation, doth anſwer all the ends for which the Uni- 
ty of the Deity was ever aflerted. And therefore the 
DiſtinQion aſſerted between the Three Perſons, hath 
not the leaſt Appearatice of any one of the perni- 
cious Conſequents, which follow upon a Plurality 
of Gods; and conſequently there is zo reaſon in the 
world, ( tho* you ſay there is the greatet) why it 
- ſhould be abhorred by the School-Divines, or the moſt 
Learned among the Moderns ; or by any Mortal, learn- 
ed or unlearned. For they are outwardly, and in re- 
ference to the Creation, pertealy One and the Same 
God, as concurring in all the ſame External Aftions ; 
tho? in relation to 0»e Another, there is a real Di- 
ſtinftion berween them. And it ſeems very wonder- 
ful, that this ſhould be denyed by any one who pro- 
feſſeth himſelf a Trinitarian; ſince there is no un- 
derſtanding what a Contradition means, if a Being 
that Begers, and that which is begotten thereby, and 
a Third which proceeds from both, ſhould not be 
really diſtin from each other. 

7. A Plurality of Gods hath generally been ſo uns 
derſtood, as to imply more than One independent, 
and ( therefore likewiſe) Self-exiſtent Deity, as the 
common Arguments againſt a Plurality of Gods do 

& ſuppoſe ; 
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fuppoſe ; but ic was never otherwiſe underſtood, 
than ſo as to import ſeparate Deities. And never 
were there more zealous Aſſerters of the Unity of 
the Deity againſt the Pagans, than were divers of 
the Ancients to whom our Author is beholden for 
the Subſtance of this Explication, One of theſe was 
Lattantins (to pals by ſeveral others of the Three Firſt 
Centuries) and I find him ch» diſcourſing in the 
29th.Chap. of his Fourth Book, De Yer Sapientia, For- 
Haſſe querat aliquis, &c. Some one perhaps will ask, how 
when we ſay we worſhip One God, we can aſſert Two, 
Viz. God the Father, and God the Son, &c. And to this 
Queſtion the Father thus Anſwers, Quum dicimas De- 
um Patrem, &c. When we ſay God the Father and God 
the Son, we don't ſeparate and part them aſunder, &c. 
they have one Mind, one Spirit, one Subſtance: And, 
in the next Words, he faith. in what ſence they are 
One : Sed ille quaſi exuberans Fons, &c. But the Father, 
is as it were the overflowing Fountain, the Son as « ſtream 
flowing from him : He like to the Sun, This like to « 
Sun-beam, And this is the ſame Deſcription of their 
Unity with one another, that the Explication gives. 
And I think there needs no more to be faid in De- 
fence thereof, againſt the odious Charge of Tritheiſn 
to any ingenuous and Free-minded Perſon. 

Nor doth there need to be given any farther An- 
ſwer to what remains in your Paper, that deſigns to - 
prove this a to be abhorred Tritheiftical Explication. But 
I muſt Clear ir from another great Miſtake in the Ac- 
count you next give of it. You ſay that #he Hypothe- 
ſos expreſly acknowledgeth in each of the Two Perſons, 
not onely whatſoever Properties can make. them ,— -_ 
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diſtin intelleffudl Beings, and Sub#ances; but alſo 
all the Attributes that are neceſſary to Eſſentiate a 
God, that is, to make Him a Perſett God; ontly it 
faith the Father hath this peculiar 3nney3 or Privi- 
ledge, that He is Firſt in order of Nature, Fe hath 
no Eſſential or Real Ferſettion more than the other 
Two Perſons; onely He hath this Flonour, that their 
Orjeinal is from Him, And hence you Conclude, 
that it is not poſſible to ſay what are Three GODS, 
if this be not an Account and Deſcription of Three 
Gods. | | 
But, Sir, doth our Author's Hypotheſis give the 
FATHER no other Privilcdge above the Son and 
H. Spirit, than his being Firit iz Order of Nature, 
and their Original? Doth not the Fourth Propoſi- 
tion exprelly lay that he is Se!f-Exiſtent too? And 
His being their Original, is fo far from being the 
fame thing with Se/f-Exiſtence, that ſimply in it 
ſelf conſidered, it doth not ſo much as neceſſarily 
ſuppoſe His Self-Exiftence. Doth he who faith, that 
the Sun is the Original of the -Illuſtrious Splendogr 
in the Heavens, and of the Zight which pervades 
the World, in ſo ſaying affirm that it is Se/f-Ex- 
iſtent? And I ſhall wonder, if Self-Exiflence be 
but an mazinary PerfeCtion, I ſhould rather Con- 
clude it the very greateſt of all Real Perftetions. 
How then can you ſay, That this Hypotheſis gives 
the Father no other Priviledge above the other Per- 
ſons, but onely that He is Firſt in Order of Nature? 
Again, Is not Abſolute Independence a Real Per- 
fetion, and Being the Firſt Original of all things a- 
nother? But doth not the Sixth Propoſition _ 
re 
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dered with the Fifth, aſcribe both theſe too to the- 
Father onely ? 

And whereas you ſay farther, That this Hypotheſis 
gives the Second and Third Perſons all the Attributes 
that are nectſſary to NAſſentiate « God, What Earnings 
will you make of thi ? ſince it faith not that thole 
Which are aſcribed to them ( vis. infinite Goodneſs, 
Wiſdom and Power, ) are all that are neceſſary to Ef- 
ſentiate a God in the Abſolutely Higheſt Sence, which 
the Name of God is ever to be underſtood in in Holy 
Scrip: ure. a5 ca Nonk 

And now you can need no Anſwer to what you 
ſay in the laſt Words of this Paragraph, vis. The 
Perfetions of the Deity that are Real, are Gods infinite 
Wiſdom, Power, Goodneſs, Duration, 4nd ſuch like : 
Th:refore the Son and Spirit are Gods in the Higheſt 
Sence of that Word, if they have all thoſe aforeſaid re- 
al and prfitive- Perfeitions of the Divine Nature ; tho' 
it be granted at the ſame time, thit they are Originated 
from the Father, You need, I ſay, no Anſwer here- 
to, fince you were now minded, that Se/f-Exiſtence, . 
Abſolute Independence, aud Being the Firit Original of 
All things, are PerfeAions peculiar to God the Father ; 
and thar this is part of the Explication. And upon 
this Account Athanaſius, S. Baſel, Gregory Nazianzen, 
and St. Chryſoitom, with ſeveral of the Latin Fathers, 
interpret thoſe Words of our B. Saviour, My Father 
s greater thin 1, to have been ſpoken, not of His 
Humanity, but His Divinity; as Dr. Cudworth hath: 
ſhewed in his 599th. Page of his /ztebetFual Syitems 
of the Univerſe, 'Nor certainly did our Lord ever ſay 
{o little a thing, . as that the vfinite MAF ES Fo 


[ 24 ] 


of Heaven and Earth is greater than any Mortal Man. 
And having this Occaſion to Mention Dr. Cud- 
worth,, the Honour I have for the Memory of that 
Excellent Perſon, conſtraineth me to ſay, That the 
Account he gives of the Fathers Judgment of the 
Trizity, is not Repreſented as it ought to have been, 
in the former Socinian Treatiſe of Confiderations on 
the Explications thereof. And I ſo word that moſt 
Learned Performance of the DoQtor, becauſe he was 

therein an Hiſtorian, rather than an Explicator. 
Your next Paragraph begins with this Queſtion, 4 
Father begets Two Sons that have all the Properties of the 
Humane Nature, in as great Perfettion as their Father ; 
ſhall we deny that they are Men in the Higheſt Sence 
of that Word, becauſe they are Originated from their 
Father ? And this, ſay you, #* the very Caſe before 
ws. But, Sir, this is not (with your Leave) the 
very Caſe before us: *Tis nothing {ke it, becauſe 
*tis the Perfeftion of no Man, tobe Self-Exiſtent ; 
nor are a Humane Fathers Sons immediately de» 
ndent on him for the Continuation of their Be- 
ing, as the Two Perſons are upon God the Father, as 
Lizht is upon the Sun, and as Streams on the Foun- 
t4in, Bur if a Humane Father could be ſuppoſed to 
be Self-Exiſtent, and that his Sons had the now 
mentioned kind of Dependence upon him, the Con- 
ſequence mult be, that zheir Nature is ſhort of the 
PerfeQion of their Fathers Nature, notwithſtanding 
the many Properties they agree in; and therefore 
that they are not Men in fo high a Sence, as he 
is a Man; ſeeing the Humane Nature would be 
{uppoled capable of PerfeQtions which they have 
not, 
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ot, but their __ on Jy —_ of this 
Paragraph, is only applying olnt in Controver- 
fie to this Caſe; but { have ſaid enough to ſhew 
that there is not the leaft Affinity .between theſe 
Two Caſes. 

The Subſtance of what you farther Obje& againſt 
this Explication, is a Remark upon the Twenty Second 
Propoſition : And you ſay, In theſe few words conſiſt the 
ſtrength and Hopes of this Explication. The unconceivably 
Cloſe Union in Will and Nature between the Three Gods, 
makes them to be One God. | ſee, Sir, you as odioul- 
ly word it as you can, but you would have loſt no- 
thing by it, had you kept to our Author's Words, 
and faid 7hree Perſons ; or, if you had pleaſed, Zhree 
diſtini# Proper Perſons, inſtead of Three Gods. 

Well, Sir, the unconceivably Cloſe Union in Will 
and —_— —_—_—— — —_ - 4 (as 
you fay) in which the ftrengt opes of this Ex« 
plication do conſift, But you Objea, The: this is as 
much as to ſay, that they are One God by that wery 
thing, which moſt inconteſtably declares them to be Three 
Gods, And this you make out _ Queſtion, what 
is the Union of Will and Nature between diftint#t intel. 
leftual Beings, and different SubHances ; is it any other 
but this, in plain Engliſh, that they always will the ſame 
things, and their Natures and Subitances are anited in 
the ſame Properties, Attributes, or Perfeitions * That 
* 10 ſay, as you proceed, theſe Three intelletFudl $ab- 
flances or Beings, are each of them Almighty, Ommniſct- 
ent, moſt Good. and the reſt ; why this is the very thing 
that makes them to be Three Gods, Next, you give 
us a Proof of this, but you might have faved you 
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ſelf that labour; for *tis readily granted, if this be 
all the Union that is between them. But in Anſwer 
to your Queſtion, it muſt never be granted you that 
the inſeparably Cloſe Union berween the Three 
Divine Perſons, both in Will and Nature, is no more 
than their Union in the fame #7 and Properties ; 
for it is alſo their immediatc Union in their Subſtan- 
ces, (their Spiritual Subſtances) as the Union be- 
tween our Souls and Bodjes is in their Sub#an- 
ces, And if they were acknowledged to be ſeparate 
Subſtances, and United onely as you ſay, you would 
have made our Author aihamed of his Explication, 
Bur if, Sir, you think you may do it however, by 
{aying that the Subſtance and Properties of the D1- 
vine Nature are the ſe/f-ſame thing ; 1 will now 
content my ſelf to ſay onely thi, then you might 
have uſgd the Word Subſtances, as well as Properties 
and Attributes; and then it would have appeared at 
firſt ſight, that there is no force in your Objetion. 
- But your ſelf doth alſo expreſly here diſtinguiſh them, 
in ſaying, that their Subances are united in the ſame 
Properties, Attributes or Perfettions. 

If you ask me what Account can be given to the 
ſatisfaction of any Rational Perſon, of ſuch an Uni- 
on between the Subſtances of the Three Perſons, I 
will Reply that when you give me an intelligible 
Account of the Union betwixt our Souls and Bodies, 
I do promiſe to give you a no leſs intelligible Account 
of the Union betwixt the Subſtances of the Three Di- 
vine Perſons, Nay (as the Twenty Second Propoſition 
tells you ) the Union between our Souls and Bodies is 
wore unaccountable to Reaſon, than is.rhis ns 


[ 27 ] 
becauſe that is an Union between Subſtances of Per- 
fetly «nlike, and even contrary Natures. In reciting 
that Propoſition, you ſay Contradidtory inſtead of Con- 
trary ; but I ſuppoſe this was the fault, not of your 
Fen, but of the Preſs. 

But if you will fay, that the Subſtances of our 
Souls and Bodies are onely united in their Properties ; 
I ſay they are not « all united in theſe, becauſe their 
Properties are of as different and contrary a Nature, 
as their S«b/fances. But if they could be united in 
theſe, yet the Union of their Subſtances muſt be more 
than their being united in their Properties, except 
my Soul is as much united with your Body as wich 
mine own; for the Eſſential Properties of all Souls 
and Bodies are-the- ſame. 

And now, Sir, I hope you are ſenſible, that you 

ight have ſpared your Ls Paragraph, viz. How s it 
por 77 that this Author ſbould overlook ſuch an Obvious 
Reaſoning, or not be Satisfied with it ? And ſay 1, How 
is it poſſible that ſo Acute a Perſon as your Writings 
ſpeak you to be, ſhould be guilcy of fo plain a Flaw 
in that Reaſoning, and take it to be ſo Dbvioug ? 1 
ſhall give you no farther trouble, chan while I de- 
fire you to take notice, That I have not troubled 

ou with more words thag needs muſt ; and much 
eſs with Fineſſer, to uſe your Own Word; nor 
with any Subtle DiſtiaQtons, as: much Enamoy 
as you perceive.I am, with the School-men ;, nor With 
any thing -;you :may, be tempted to call Schola/lical 
Cant, or Metaphyſical Gibberiſh ; nor {o much as with 
the Father's great word 'twnigz4pine. Bur my Anſyer 


is as plaio as a Pyke of. yet as ful a5. plain, to all 
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the Refleftions you have made upon the Explicarion. 
But whether it be to the parpeſe too, I muſt leave 
it to the Judgment of the fair and impartial Reader. 
But I can ſincerely avow, That I have faid nothing 
to any of your ObjeCtions, merely becauſe for my. 
Credits fake, (ſeing I undertook to Reply to them) 
I muſt ſay Something : Nor hath a Zine come from 
me which is not agreeable to the ſenſe of my Mind ; 
nor which I think not to be pertinent. As I alſo fo- 
lemnly Profeſs, that ſince ſuch Perfetions and Ope- 
rations, as are unqueſtionably Proper to the Deity, 
are attributed in H. Seripture to the Soz and H, $pi- 
rit ; and that I cannot be Satisfied by the extremely 
laboured Gloſſes and Criticiſms of the Socinians, to 
depart from the moſt Obvious and Natural Sence of 
the Multitude of Texts wherein they are ſo; as 
doubting whether many Texts are to be found, whi 
might not have more than one ſence put u 

by the ſame Labour and Art: And ſince Divine Ho- 
nour is moſt Expreſly declared to be due to the $on,. 
Fohn 5. 23. and He hath the Honour of ſuch a Dox- 
ology, Aprcal. 1. 6. as according to the Original, as 
well as our Tranſlation, I remember not an Hi 
given to God the Father in all the New - Teſtament. 
And ſince too the Son and Spirit are all along moſt 


Words can do it; and yet 
the Deity is fuſly 
Reconcatt theſe thi 
of the Trinity, which 
ledges to be a Poſſible 
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GOD, I can do it to my great Satisfation. 
That God Almighty would give us a Right Un- 
derſtanding in all Point of our ian Faith, 
and pdrticularly in the G2eat ahd 
wherein you Differ frorii the Generality of 
ans in al ; and that we may be 
unbyaſſed, and ufo Hutnble, in our emer "Sy na 
Truth ; not leanivg over confidently to our ows lind 
ſtandings, fince thoſe that moſt improve them a 
moſt ſenſible of their being infinitely too = ugg 
comprehend Truths of obs Nama q 
Humble and moſt Hearty Prayer of, 
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